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: e// A study was conducted to determine the degree to .
which teachers and students share perceptions of the use of power in
. tRe classroom.” The study defined five ‘bases of ‘power: coercive

L(implied® or explicit punishment), reward, legitimate (assigned),
referent (identification with the person 'in power), and expert -
(perceived competence). A total of 156 teachers and 2,698 of their
students from grade seven through college filled out a perceived
power measure, ‘in which the teachers completed the statement "I use
(blank) power" and the students completed. the statement "My teacher
uses .{blank) power" with ohe of the five defined power bases. a-
second measure ‘asked the subjects to rate, the percentage of each of
the five power bases they or their teachers used. The resulting’data
Jindicated that both the‘students and the teachérs felt that coercive
- pover was less likely to be' used than power from other bases.  The
teachers and students did not-differ in. their. perceptions of how
likely either,goerc§ve or legitimate power are to-be employed;
however, teachers saw themselves as more ljkely to use moye reward,
referent, and-expeft powérdthan did the students. In relative terms,
both teacherkﬁand students reported greater use of expert, referent,
- and reward ‘power: than coercive power. Students saw coercive power as -
accounting for a higher proportion of power ‘use than did teachers,
while teachers saw a significantly higher proportion of expert power

than did the students. (HTH) - - 7
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The primary ‘focus of this study was to determine the degree. to whigh
teachers and students have shared perceptions of the use of power in the class
room. The results indicated that even though statistically significant associ-
ations between teacher and student perceptions were found, teacher.and student .

perceptions of the use of power are not isomorphic. -The results also indicated ~

that both tegchers and students view the overwhelming proportion of power use

to_stem- from reward, rgafefent, and expert bases.
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POWER IN THE CLASSROOM I: T
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TEACHER AND STUDENT RERCEPTIONS

Al

.

Education has been undergoing rap:.d change in the last several years. New
modes of learping .have been espoused and new communication techniques/strater
gies are being encouraged as alternative methods to the traditional classroom
model. However, "the traditional view of education, a view that still pre-
vails, \ hat learnets must submit themselves to teachers" (Menges, 1977,
P. 5) “Wenges further’ suggests, this view means that the teachers' author-
ity "is not to be questioned. The underlymg assymptioh is. that without the
communication of power by the- teacher over the student, the student cannot

learn. - . . e -
A Hurt, Scott, and McCroskey 978) suggest that. in a classroom setting "a
certain. degre« of ‘teacher power j blways present” (p. 125). They coftinue by

»

s

, plines,

suggesting that the more power is j¢mployed by the teacher as a means of con-
tro}, the more hkely ‘it, will be” required as a means of control. In other .
words "‘the more it 18 used, the mgre it will .need to be used" (p. 1_25).

o

The . prmary focus of this ';study is .to determine the degr°ee to which *w
teachers and students have sharedtpercept:.ons of the use of power in the class-
. room, If ‘there is a ,high degree of sharéd perceptions this might illustrate
thati both teacher and student are! aware of power and its ofitcome. If there is
.8 low degree of shared perceptlons this might suggest that the comn{um.catlon
between the teacher and student: ‘is ‘1neffect1ve. For example, if the student,
doesn't like the type off—power employed by the teacher but can recogruze it .
when it is used he/she will be ‘able to respond appropriately. However, if the
student /cannot recogm.ze the type of spower communicated by the teacher, he/she
mxght respond. mapproprzatély. The key is to determine if students and* .
teachers’ have shared percéptions about the kinds of power employed in a class-

‘stated. - Communication’ is central "to the teaching process.,
that communication 1s the teach;ng process. As. Hurt,
(1978) have stated: it,
that difference 1s'commun1catlon id” the classroot‘ (p. 3)

Power and communication are closely mterreléf‘ed.
.for all intents and purposes, is power that does" “nof exist.
tequires commuynication.: In thé' absence of communication,
teacher in the classroom is, péwerlesé In* the same vein,

room. If ‘thls is determmed then both-teachers and students can be taught what
. types of power produce certam outcomges (i.e., learnmg) d P
9
Power and Communication . .
% . S 2 N C . T
. The importance of effeftive “tommunication in the iclassroom cannot be over-

Some even argue

Scott and McCroskey ]
thére is "a difference between knowing -and teaching, and

Power that. is not used,

The use of power
therefore, the
the way(s) the

teacher, communicates with her/hls Students 'tp a major extent determines the

type and extent of the power He/sh exerr.s ovér thoﬁse students.

Similarly, the

type of power exerted will have a major impact on the quality of teacher-

st udent communication.

. s

/. [ Y

The Nature of/Pow’er , J>
is a term commonl
Not surprisingly, the

- - '# ~ A N

“pPower"

o ¢

employed in a w:.de var:.ety of academic disci-
onstituent definitions of the' term are far from




.
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consistent from one disciplife to another, or even within a given discipline.
We.will not attempt to review all of the ways the term "power" is used in the
viried literatyres. Rather; we will examine only a few that are particularly

nent to the present investigation. N
» t

One of thé more, narrow views of 'pm:ver in the classroom is provided by
Hurt, et. al.l (1978, p.~124): "Power refers to a teacher's ability to affect
in some way -the student's well-being beyond the student's own countrol." This
‘view Suggests an absence of intellectual assent to influence on the part of the
student. While this may be the case in many instances, in many others students,
willingly accept the power of the teacher to influence their behavior. While
we find. this definition flawed, we hasten to add that our experier®es with
hundreds of in-service teachers in workshops and seminars indicates that Ghe
"}éy definition" of most of 'these individuals is highly consistent with the
Hurt, et. al., definition. . '

- . -

* ' Considerably broader- views of power are expressed by a number of other
writers (eg. Cartwright & Zander, 1968; Goldner, 1970; McClelland, 1975;
Zaleznik & Kets de Vries, 1975). Power is typically defined by ‘these writers
_as an individual*s -potential to have an -effect on another person's or group of
persons' “behavior. "More specifically, this broader view gees power as the
capacity to influence anpther peyson to do Bsomething he/she would not have done
had he/she not been influenced. In short, an individual - exhibits some type of

» .

* cthange “in-her/his—behavior, attitudes, beliefs, etc. as a result of influence

from ' someone else. - However, French and Raven (1968) -qualify this type of"
definition by noting that sich change must be a direct result of the influence
exetted by another rather than the result of: a combination of forces which may .
have exerted additional influence. From this view, of the natyre ofJpower,
French and Ravem (1968) identified five .potential bases of power:’ coercive,
reward, legitimate, referent, and expert. - - e <. S Cf

e . . . ok N

. The Basés of Power{™— + ° ', - °, L "
g .. - et - T '

French and. Raven's (1968) bases of ‘power are *all founded on the percep=’,
tions .of individuals over whom the power might be exerted. Altho'ugh_vl?rench and
Raven (1968) were mot writing with the classroom as their intended focus, we

will examine thése power bases in this context ‘below.

Coercyve Power. A teacher's coercive power is,/based on a student's expec=
tations that he/she will be punished by the teacher jf hé/she does not conform

to the teacher's influencé attempt. . 3ihe strength of the teacher's coercive
power s “contingent upon the studesdt's perception .of how probable it is that
the teacher will exact puni_shgu} - for non:éonfomance_ande the degree' of nega-
tive consequences such punighimént’ would "entail, minus the. probability - of
punishment from other. sourcgs (eg. from péers, the: behavior ‘jtself, etc.) if

the student does comply with the teacher's influence attempt. It is important’:
to note here that in eny'q onments where very strong, peer-=group ‘pressure against
the teacher exists, the/teacher may have no coercive power at all, even thgugh

the ‘thacher may, be in position to exert a high degree of. punishment.

L

-'r .,,,.“"; on LA . . '.. :z.,l. . . —\' . .
. "Reward Powex. /A teacher's reward power 18 based on a stdent's pg':epnon'
of_,;‘ﬁhe degree to which the teacher is in a position to ‘provide ard to

O .
i}
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her/him for complying with the teacher's influence attempt. Such rewards may

involve prdviding something positive (pogitive reinforcement) or remo‘Ling some=-t

thing wegative (negative kr:ei.nfotcems-':m:). “As was the cage with coerciyve pgwer,

the strength of a. teacher™s reward power is mediated .by the possibility of

receiving other, rewards- from other squrc‘:es as a function of non-compliance.
Y ' ( v

' . \l . IS ‘. s -.
Although 1t is often not recognized, coercive and reward power essentially .

are the flip sides of the same coin. Coercive power involves introducing, some-
thing unpleasant or reméving something pleasant if the student fails to comply.
Reward power involves introducing something pleasant or rémoving something
u‘npleas‘:.t)t,if the student does comply. )

- Legitimate Power. Legitimate power often i\ referred to as “assigned"
power. It ‘stems from the assigned role of the teacher in the classroom.
Legitimate power is based on the student's perception that the teacher has the
right to make certain demands and r‘equésts -as a function of her/his ~position

r o & i) . -
as "teacher." This type of power generally is ‘most related to mundane matters,
_such as controlling classroom time, determining what unit should be studied,

“regulating interaction, and the like.® It generally does mnot extend beyond the

school environment into the private-lives of students. In some cases, however,
this type of powér is much broader. A-prime example is the coach whb sets up
training rules. Usually the athlete will comply with these rules because they

are seen as "legitimate' demands from this person because of. her/his role as’' .
3 : 4

.

coach. §imilar demands’ from the art teacher likely would be ignored.

. Referent Power. The foundation of referent Sower is the student's identi-
fication with the teacher.. This ®ype of power is based on the relationship
between two people. Specifically, it is based om the desire of. the less power-

ful person (the student) to identify with and please the more powerful person

" (the teacher). . The stronger the student's attraction to and identificafion)

with the teadcher, the.stronger the teacher's referent power. .
N . . ‘A'l Sy ’ g o
Expert Power. 'Expert power stems from the student perceiving the teacher

&ﬁ;o be competent and‘knowledgeable in specific areas. Most* information taught -

.in a classroom is presented from a base of expert power. The ideas are munot

"proven" in an og)jective sense.. They are presented ith the expectationg they

will be accepted by the studént. To the.extent the student sees the teacher as
competent  and knowledgeable, this’ expectation will be correct. * French and

- Raven (1968) stress.that the main ifipact of expert power is, change inag indi-

vidual's cognitions. Any change in behavior is a secondary result of that |

" influence. ) . ' .
' LN | .
The Communication of Power T . '
- ——— . . .

©

As we have noted previously, the* use of powér r:'eiiuir_és._ communication.’

Oftén, power is used to influence -without explicit verpal commynication, - When
a teachér tells a student to' do her/his homework, it usually is not necessary

- “to: say- "or I will punish you by lowering Yyour grade" or 'because I am the

‘e teache?aﬂvl kave. the right to demand you do this" or "because you like me and

want td please me". Such appeals to-power are implied’ and lgenei-ally recognized
'by the student without being directly stated. . _ A :




In other instances, direct power appeals aré\statgd. Coercive power, for
example, may be invoked when a teacher says "If you don't turn- your work in on
time, I will giwve you an '¢' fop the assignment”. Similarly,-reward power may -
be invoked when a teacher says "If you do this extra problem, I will give you
fivenﬁgyus points". An appeal to referent power may. take the form of ‘the

.teachey saying "le}“someqne'hgip me set up this film projector?" '

. v . - . ' C . .

- Whether ' power Sﬁpeals are q;;eCtlyistated or implied, for teacher pover to

_ ,influence behavior the, student .must associate the requested behavior with the

ower of thie teacher. All tedcher power is baséd on student perceptions. If

) the student does not perceive thg‘teacber to have a certain type of power, a

teacher's appeal to .that power, whether Wirect or implied, 1is.mot likely to

result in influence. Similarly, even if the student- perceives the teacher to

have the power, if the influence attempt is not associated with the power, the
attempt is likely to be unsuccessful. ‘

*r

.
-~
*
.
. . *
’

Purpose gf_Study . . \

The present paper: reports the firqt,ofta\qerigsrof studies investigating,
the role.of teacher power ‘in studént learning. The ultimate purpose of this
research program,is to determine how teacher powgr impacts, student learning and
how teachérs y modify their communication behavior and use of power to
enhance learning innthevclas§rgoh. The jimplicit aSSumbtiBn in this research is
that a teacher canmnot avoid using power in.the classrodm,_ that use of power is
an inherent part of-the teaching process. However, it is also assumed that use

)sitive learning than use of other -

°

. of some bases of power .will result in more po
. - bases. A primary goal .of this sseries of " studies is ‘to test and refipe this
latter assumption. -/ . ™ 3 ’
. . ., \ o . . ‘ . s
was ‘designed to accomplish tyo objectives: 1) to deter-
thod of measuring use of power in’the classroom, and 2) to "
td which teachds and students have shared perceptions of
‘S classroom. . . e v T ;-

_This. first stld}

mine an acceptable
. . determine the dﬁgreq
. - ‘the use of power in

"

| < ' M . . . . .

-
LY 2
8, -
< . .

Measurement gf_Power -

) As we hoted previqugfy, the constituent definitions. of power in the liter-
* ature are higlily diverse,  ,Similar diversity is characteristic of operational

. . . definitiomns. Consequently, the selectidp Df measuring, instruments was crucial

to the furthefrance of this research, > . . .
. 4 . . v : \ ! /' - +
. o - - S, . !
Sirfce'we chose the conceptualization of, power advanced by French and Raven
(1968) as' the foundation for our-work in this area, it.was considered vital
. that a measure idomorphic with.this conceptualization be selécted.. The orig-.
inal authors provide no suggestions for measurement of power based on thelr

* conceptualization. However, Studént (1968) introduced an appropriate approach.

s In his work based on the French, and Raven (1968) eonceptualization, Student
(1968) -provided subjects with a description of each ‘type of power  and asked

. them:tolestiﬁate'(on a five-point; Likert-type scale) the extent to which they
, comp¥ied with their ' supérvisor's wishes because of that type of power. The ° .

*c
€« . .. o ; .
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* scales- they

validity of this approach was "-suggested by the strong results -he obtained
relating to both employee satisfaction and productivity. :

~ . More recently a modification bf/the.Student (1968) approach was introduced
by Richmond, McCroskey, Davis, and Koontz (1980). Their research was focused
on organizational communication and employed a variety of employee samples, one
of which was public school téachers. Because of the \difficulty in estimating
the reliablity of the single-item type - measure ‘used’ by Student (1968),
Richmond, et. al. (1980) employed five seven-point, bipolar sc for each
type of power. They provided subjects with a description of each €ype of power
and asked the subjects td respond to the following statement for each type of
power on the fivé scales: "My, supervisor employs - power." The
appropriate name for each power base was inserted in the blank.
employed were: agree-disagree,’ false-true,’ incorrect-correct,
wrofig-right, and yes-no. The sybstantial associations they found between 'the
bases of power and employee satisfaction 2nd management communication style
(MCS) are suggestive of valig}ty for this méasure.

For the present research we employed the Richmond, et. al.- (1980) imstru-
ment as our primary measure of power in the .classroom. . We 'shall refer to’ this
measure as the perceived power measure -(PFM). - We made only’ minor modifica-
tions, When our subjects were teachers we modified the response statement to
read: - "I use * power." When our subjects were -students, the
statement ,read: "My teacher uses . _ power." As we will report

later, the reliépilifies we obtained .were very high and comparable "ta those

\ 3

reported by Richmond, éﬁ$.51° (1980) . . Ta
. . e

PU—

While this instrument is highly reliuble and has, in g}ighily'dfffetént

forms, a fairly good case for validity, it measures use of "power in an absolute
rather than a relative form. It is possible for & power source to be rated
extremely highly (pr any other level) on all of the power bases simultaneously.
Since we believed. that the relative .use’ of the five power bases in comparison
to each othér may be as important as the .degree of each's use, we employed a
second measure of power to supplement ;he,information provided by the first.

We shall refer tbzthq'Seéondumeahure as the relative powervpmaéure (reH) .
This measure also explains the five power bases. ‘It then requests-the Subjects
to estimate the pergentage of total power usage that stems from each base, with
the requirement that the total "equals ¢100 percent
instrument for teachers takes the following form!

 Presuming that 100 percent represents all of the power that you-use:-

.. with_.your students, please ‘estimate. the percentage which’.you use in ’

- - each of the five categor%bel'ow'. For example, if y'pu use a lot of' "
coercive power but littletelse, you might respond as.¥ollows: 80
coercive, é_ reward; 3 legitimate, 5 referent, _S_‘expert. Be sure the

. total percentage for the five categories @dds up to 100

S -
“ . - . .
Py , .o»

. ) L4

The ‘bipolar .

. “To . illustrate, the
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coercive
reward R
legitimate
. . referent

* : . ' expert

o ' " -.7100_ Total

These tw6 measures, then,
classroom. The PPM measures power use in a more abs
was designed to measure power use in a relative form.

A ]

oWy .
Samples e LE .
-— J . .

.

-

were our operational definitions of power in the

olute form, while the RPM

" “pata for this study were drawn from paired'.s;amples. of teacherg and classes. -

of gtudents. .A total of '156 teachers and
usable. data.-
data and vere excluded from the data analyseg.

“ . 3

¢ f
.
. LT

« ..,To insure as much‘generali'zability as possif:le,

1 2698. of their " students provided
An additional & teacherd and 163 students provided incomplete

teachera.and students were

-,

.- selected from diverse educitional levels and acddemic disciplines.: All levels

" .

sfrom, seventh- grade through college .were included.
classes from sciences,. humanities, social sciences,
the collége level, both regular faculty and graduate

"..

. ~The only resttiction placed on selection
" ment. -No larger classes' (over 35) were
collection provided strong guarantees of
the exact number of res
200 teachers selected
cent, did not “retarn the data

of a class

* Similarly; teachers and

and arts were included. At

assistants were included.
for inclusion was enroll-

spondents’” in each category.
in a systematic,. non-random manner.
%o1lection instruments.\ However,

chosen, Because the. method - of data
anpnymity, “we are unable to specify.
The origimal sample included ®
. .Forty, or 20 per=
on the basis of

s —=ithe legible postmarks ‘and return addresses of the materials returned, no Bys-

tematic bias wasisuspected.

Procedure
Ed

. obvious pdtential -for providing: sociall

from
able to

" personal. information was - request
- However; it was necessary to be
‘their teacher’,

- ‘each of their studepts- place
~Teachers were selected-.and. asked Sto

sent the'appropriate forms :
No -follow-up correspondence; to’ increase
anonymous responses did not permit kpowle
~who had ‘not. A :

+ . -

Thus, each teacher was- asked tos select a
ratidom and record it on their tresponse form.
the ‘same number on their forms. . RIS

- .

. .-‘.
' .7

‘ P

PPN
: ’

Because of- the sensitive nature of the data being collected. and the

Ye responses, it was deemed

“that anonymity of. responses must ,be absolutely a'ssured&:hsequently,v no

é_i.ther" the teachers or the students.

pair student responses with*those of
five-digit number -at

They ‘were' asked to request that.

tl

'I w -

arti'cip_ate'. Those that agi'éed-‘yerg.'

with instructions for thei# completion ‘and return.
return rate'was employed because theé

dge of. who hyd returned faterials and’

A .

o

L3
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. Data 'Analyses .

) All data analyses were ( performed with the assistance of the SAS statis-
' tical package. Data for individual subjects were punched separately and
teacher and student data paired by means of the MERGE' procedure available in
this statistical package. ' -

. Y 2N .

_ The data analysis included several procedures. -1) Alpha reliability
€stimates were computed for the PPM responses for both teachers and students.
2) Means for PPM and RPM. responses for both teachers and students were com-
puted. 3) These means were tested (t-test for related samples) to determine
significance of differendes. between teacher and student samples. &) Canonical
cotrelational analyses were separately computed for the PPM and RPM.data as

) correlation analyses for each power base were performed on the PPM and RPM data
_as tests of specific aggociation between ttiacher and student responges.

. . +

').\‘- :' . & ] * L4 .

- " . - Results ’

£

in Table 1. As ndted in that table, the reliabilities are very high.. While
suth high reliability certainly is desirable, it also indicates the need for
,the expanded number of items is doubtful. Additional- examination of the data’

cient. ‘ - ..
. : ' . . ¢ - . ,
) _ The means and standard deviations for the scores on both the PPM and: the
., 'RPM are reported in Table 2. The difference betwéen teacher'and student: scores
on .each measure are also reported in that table as are the obtained t's. for the
test® for the significance of these differences.

power for each base, as employéd "by Student (1968), would probably be suffi-

e

a

. ¥ s I . .
. . Both the students and the teachers indicated on the PPM that coercive

. . students did not differ. id their perceptions of how likely either coercive or
.. legitimate pover -are to be employed.. Their perceptions did differ, however, on
. all® three of the other power bases, Teachers saw themselves as likely to use
inb_re reward, referent’, and expert power than did -the “student’s. C

. . " ; \ . h .
. students, report greater uge of expert, reférent, and reward power than coercive
power, However, students saw coercive power as accounting for a higher prapor~

_proportion for expert power than did- students. fov ,
. -t . . - N . . o *

o

st
) . The canonmical analysis of the PPM data indicated significant .correlations
"7 .. for the first three variates extracted. The first variate (rc=.53, p. <
. ,001) was primarily a function of student and teacher perceptions of the use of
' ) *cogtcivg_;and legitimate power. - <Thé second variate (rc=.37, p.< .001) was
‘¥ orimarily a function of student -and teacher perceptions of’ the use of expert

power. The third variate (r.=.33, p < .01) was most associated with student
.. a . .

tests of overall association, between teacher and student .responses. 5) Simple °

v T - - : b
] ; . -
The reliability estimates for the five dimensions of the PPM are reported

indicated that the lowest correlatiod fof any item with the total score for a '
‘given power base was .92. Thus, the use of a singlé item to measure percéived .

pqwer is less likely to .be used than power from other bases. The teachers and

h . . In relative -terms, ‘as indicated by the RPM scores, both. teachers am\

T tion of. power use "than did teachers, while teachers saw a s1_gni£icant1y higher




\\\,/”)latlons of all power variables w1th the varlates) g

L]

“>

-

and teacher perceptlonsxof reward and referent power. (See Table, 3 for corre-

.

, The, canonical analysis'of the RPM data indicated significant correlat1ons
for only the| first two variates extracted. The first variate (r.=.50, p <
“.001) was primarilga function of studént and teacher reports of the proportion
of use of EOercivMeferent power. The second variate (r.=.38, p'< .05)
was most .associated With reports concerning reward and expert pawer. (See
Table/ 3 for correlations of all power variables with the variates). :

The simple correlacions between teacher and student reports on all of the
dimensions of both PPM and RPM are reportedkln Table 2.' Atl of the correla-
tions on the PPM are stat1st1ca11y significant, with the highest (r=.46) being _
the association for coercive power. On the RPM measure all of the correldtions
are also significant, with the exception for that re1at1ng to legitimate power.
As” was the case with the RPM scores, the h1ghest assoc1at1on was for .coetcive
power (r=.37). , . .

: T ) ] Discussion

e
» +

The .results os this study suggest the measures employed are useful instru-
‘ments for studying power in the classroom. The reliability of the PPM instru-
ment .is so high that even fewer items can probably-be employed successfully.
Although the reliability of the RPM measure could not be assessed because of
-its single-response type format, the results .obtained on the PPM and the
earlier reSults.obta1ned by Student (1968) suggest perceptions of peaple relat-
ing to power -are, so strong they may be reliably measured with 81ng1e-response
scales. These results suggest, then, [that our first goal--to develop instru=
ments which ean be used to measure, power in the classroom-‘has been achieved
" satisfactorily. . . .
The second goal of this study was to determine the degree to whieh
teachers and students have shared perceptions of the use bf power in the class~-
room. The results indicate that, although there is substantial. and statisti-
cally- significant association between these percéptions, they are far from,
isomorphic. In nine of ten cases, the observed correlations were statistically
significant, but the highest-assoéiation was only .46.  Thus, even at best, the'
teachers “and students share only a 11tt1e over ZQ_percent of variance.

An examination of thexmean differences on the measures nges us  more
insight”“intq the differences in teacher and student petceptlons. If we view
coercive power negatively and reward; referent, and expert power positively {as .
is suggested in much of the education 11terature) it is clear that the
teachers have a much more positive view of. their 5ehav1or ‘than do the students.

. Interestingly, however, both .teachers (70.3%) and students (67.FX) see the
overwhelming proportion of power use to stem from reward, referent, and expert
bases. - Thus, it would- not be correct to conclude from this study that t&achers
see their behavior in'a positive light while students see it in a negative
light.: They both have.a generally p081t1ve V1ew, but the teache\ X view ig a bit

more p031t1ve. - ‘ _ Lq
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The aggregate data represented by mean scores and the correlatxonal data

rom the measdres suggest what may seem,to be‘ gonflicting conclusions. ' The

data suggest substantial 51m11ar}ty in tégcher and student responses.

, Even where statistfically significant differences exist, they generally are
‘\\\\suall. The largest on the PPM /accounts for 24 percent of the total score
range, while the largest on the RPM accounts for only about five percent.
While students collectively have a somewhat ‘more negative view of their
teacher's power usage than the-teacher does, the generally modest "correlations
betwken teacher and student perceptlons'u}aicate that many students have a

more positive view of their teacher s use of power ‘tham does the teacher her/
himself. :

N .
- - . . M

AW
Since teachers.and students do not have. the same perceptxons df power use,
and the d1fferent1a1 perceptxons cannot be simply eyplained by self-serving
. lnterests, the question that needs to‘be addressed 1is»Whose perceptxons are

.

-

While we do ndt wish to-take an absolutist approach to right and wrong on this
issue, we do believe that the perceptxons of the students are the more critical
perceptxons, hence should be the main focds for future research Students will
* tespond in the classroom on the .basis of how they perceive that' classroom to
be, not on the basis. of hgg their teacher perceives it. Their perceptions,of

and does, are 'the, direct precursors of tHeir c1assroom behaviors. Thus, ‘we
believe, the 1mpact of teachers' use of power in the .classroom on student
learning 1s medlated by the students' perceptions of that power use.

P ~
.

' While future research should continue to examlne the, relatxonshxp between
teadhers' perceptions of their power usage and student Iearnxng, we believe the

-

< h1gher and more meaningful associations will be found between student percep-
. cxons ‘of teacher power and their owil learnxng .Puture research in th1s.program
will d1rect1y test this belief, i . -,

\
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rlght’ Or, to put it andther way, Whose perceptions should be’ researched?

their teacher's behavior,” while certainly affected by what the teacher thinks-

"y
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. ) . . Table 1 .
. T e ' - Yy X D oo
AR ' . " Alpha Reliability Estimates - .
I ’ . - L . ) ) i o . “
o PPM_ B Teacher Sample ’ . Student Sample
: . . ' . . . . ) )
Ve . . & . . - ' .
Coercive o .99 L .97 - v
. . . Reward .98 S <, .97, i}
oL Legitimate : .98 . .98.
o Referent AN ¥ | .97. ~
- - Expert ' . . .98 - .97
. L - . - ’ -
;o .o o Table2 - o
Simple Statistics, t-tests, and Correlations for All Measures
. Measure .. Teacher . ‘Sémple' Stuge;u: Sample X -
’ X  'sp X.. SD Difference * .t r.
PPM : .
Coercive 17.1 -° 9.5 17.0 8.7 .1 A% WAL
Reward y 26.3 ° 7.5 - 22.5 6.5 3.8 5.21%%% 16%
) Legitimate  23.7 9.3  22.9° 6.5 .8 .99 .21%
. Referent _ 26.0 6.9 23.3 7.3 2.7 3.70%%x  17%
Expert 29.3 5.6 24.6 7.1 4.7 . T7.34%%x  22%
RPM ' . " > *)
Coercive 13.1 _ 15.7 16.8 15.4 -3.7 2.65 YL
_Reward  18.6 14.6 " 19.2° 12.6 -6 45 .25%*
. Legitimate 16.2 14.6 "16.4 11.3. - -2 14 06
. Referent B 20.4 14.9 21.9 15.3 -1.5 1.04 . 29%kk
. < °  Expert 31.3 18.9 . 26.0 17.1 5.3 }\.03** J27%%
| e :
T i *p<os A
L Ao *p »
IS o % p o0l B : ) -

*ick p < 001 . . -




Table 3

Correlation.Coefficients for Significant Canonical Variates -
v pPPM Data and RPM Data . s

PPM -, AYariate 1
Measure Teacher Student

Coércive
Reward .

. Legitimate
_ Referent
Exper

‘.Teacher Student

variate 3
Teacﬁer Student

Variate. 2

.07
-3
-.12,
-.19

.93

. e emn o o ———— o —— - s e m—
v

Variate 2
Teacher Student

RPM Variate 1

.

Measure *  Teacher Student

-

o e et o ———— e e oS SCS RS e e e e T e o e e ——

»

Coercive .79 .15 . 42
Reward -.24 -.51 .61 .75
Legitimate .t =230 0 .06 24 ¢ .35
Referent - ~.61 -.69 -.35  ~.45
Expert . .28 -.77 °-.60
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